Introduction
The private ordering and public regulation of private international law situations has never been an easy task, and it is one to which legislatures generally have not paid a lot of attention. However, our 'open societies' 1 do no longer allow for this lack of interest. This is evident from ongoing debates on a range of private international law matters that have attracted attention beyond the originally somewhat secluded private international law scholarship and which regularly receive media attention. These include, for example, private international law questions regarding corporate social responsibility in relation to companies operating in other -developing -countries, the free movement of workers, transnational child abduction, same sex marriages and adoption and surrogate motherhood. The usual conflicts of interests underlying these types of legal relationships and disputes arising from them gain complexity as a result of the transnational dimension and raise pressing questions as to which (domestic) authority ought to address these in a fragmented world with different applicable laws. An intensely debated public interest case in which jurisdiction and the extraterritorial reach of domestic private law was at stake is the Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum litigation. 2 This class suit concerned the question of whether the United States' Alien Tort Statute allows for a cause of action concerning human right violations against Nigerian citizens committed or supported by Dutch, British, and Nigerian oil corporations in the Ogoni Niger River Delta. In short, the US Supreme Court held that there was a presumption against the extraterritorial application of the US Alien Tort Statute and that the present case did not sufficiently 'touch and concern' the territory of the United States. It is needless to say that this rejection of the extraterritorial effect of domestic law and the inherent rejection of jurisdiction spills as it had violated its duty of care to take measures to prevent sabotage. The mother company could not be held accountable for this lack of the daughter company in accordance with Nigerian law. 8 Though most claims were rejected, the adoption of jurisdiction and the award of damages in relation to one of the claims against the Nigerian Shell subsidiary have been regarded as a breakthrough. This case also lays bare that the approach of a common law country like the United States differs from that of a civil law country like the Netherlands. While in the United States the primary concern seems to be the extraterritorial effect of the law, 9 the approach of the Dutch was to formally assess its international jurisdiction based upon the applicable jurisdiction rules and, as the second prong of private international law analysis, determine the applicable law upon the conflict rules. It is against this background that the interconnection of global governance and private international law becomes evident and, thus, the interest in revisiting the foundations of the discipline. One may safely say that never have private international law scholars and practitioners been so closely involved with those focusing on corporate law, human rights and environmental law. At the same time, this example shows that transnational litigation is truly becoming globally connected, or, as it has been labelled in US doctrine, multipolar. 10 In the same vein, political considerations of private international law are gaining importance in the academic debate on the coordination of legal systems. 19 It is undeniable that, after the American conflicts' revolution, the role of values and policies in elaborating conflict rules has been taken for granted. Both American and European approaches were operating on the right assumption that private international law is State law, just as any other field of law, but this also means that values and policies informing conflict rules are purely national, in other words, they pursue national goals. This short-sighted approach was underpinned by the impossible consensus on key values, in particular in the field of family law on which the international debate has mostly focused pursuing the Huntington's theory of a clash of civilisations. 20 However, post-industrialisation and internationalisation have shifted the focus of this debate, no doubt because of the State's helplessness to impose their policies in this context, making it more urgent to undertake common steps with a view to protecting global commons. Global commons is a term cherished by public international law referring to resources or areas beyond political power. Engaged authors like Horatia Muir-Watt go beyond this restrictive meaning by focusing on specific interests and rights which must be protected by coordinating States policies, including for example the protection of human rights, labour rights and environmental protection. 21 The point of departure is the acknowledgement of the WTO's relative success in liberalising the free movement of products, services and capital benefitting international corporations in particular. In fact, how to make corporations accountable is an issue with many ramifications which are to be further explored. Against this background, the role of private international law ought to be reconsidered, more explicitly laying bare the policy considerations, e.g. in addition to favouring the freedoms of movement of products, services, capital and the like, the protection of specific interests and rights need to be more pronounced. In other words, it is time for a more holistic approach.
Contributions to the Present Issue
The Private international law pays due respect to the policies behind labour and consumer markets as well. While some countries put emphasis on access of individuals to those markets and thus the protective principle is confined to ex-post litigation, others adopt a proactive approach and take advantage of conflict of laws to put workers and consumers on an equal footing with their counterparts. The latter is the case in EU private international law as shown in the contribution by Laura van Bochove on 'Overriding mandatory rules as a vehicle for weaker party protection in European PIL'. For it is not only about implementing a weaker-party-oriented conflict rule but also protecting labour and consumer rights as public commons. In similar terms, Aukje van Hoek addresses the role of private international law in relation to employment law in her article 'PIL: An appropriate means to regulate transnational employment in the EU?' This author highlights the inconsistencies of a factual approach in determining the applicable law to a contract of employment. It makes practitioners draw up a largescale map of the case at hand but in the end, it misses the full picture by not taking into account the collective dimension of labour relations. 
